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PROPERTY TAX POSTPONEMENT
Ballot Title

PROPERTY TAX POSTPONEMENT. LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT. Authorizes
Legislature to provide for manner in which persons of low or moderate income, age 62 or older, may postpone ad
valorem property taxes on principal place of residence. Requires Legislature to provide for subventions to cities,
counties and districts for revenue lost by postponement of taxes. Provides for reimbursement to state for such
subventions, including interest and state costs out of postponed taxes when paid. Financial impact: No direct fiscal
effect-depends upon the adoption of implementing legislation. However, if implemented, the state would be required
to reimburse local governments for the revenue losses from the postponement, and the state in turn would be
reimbursed for its costs when the postponed taxes are repaid.
FINAL VOTE CAST BY LEGISLATURE ON-SCA 16 (PROPOSmON 13):
SENATE-Ayes, 31
ASSEMBLY-Ayes, 66
Noes, 5
Noes, 3

Analysis by Legislative Analyst
PROPOSAL:
This proposition authorizes the Legislature to allow
homeowners, "age 62 and over, with low or moderate
incomes, to postpone payment of property taxes on
their principal place of residence.
If the Legislature acts to provide for postponement of
property taxes, this proposition requires that (1) the
state reimburse local government for the resulting
property tax losses, and (2) the state shall be
reimbursed for its payments to local governments, plus
its related interest and administrative costs, when the
postponed taxes are paid.
The proposition gives the Legislature the power to do
the following:
1. Determine eligibility of homeowners to postpone
property taxes by defining low and moderate income.
2. Establish the period of time over which property
taxes may be postponed and the manner of their
repayment.

3. Determine the rate of interest to be paid by
participating homeowners on postponed property
taxes.
FISCAL EFFECT:
Because this measure only authorizes a possible
future action of the Legislature, by itself it has no direct
fiscal effect on either state or local government. If it is
implemented by the Legislature, there could be ?
substantial net cash outlay by the state for a period o.
years before it begins receiving any significant
repayment of postponed property taxes and related
costs.
While the proposal intends that the state be fully
reimbursed over time, the net long-term fiscal effect
will depend on whether property values are sufficient
to cover repayment of all postponed taxes and whether
interest. and administrative costs will be completely
reimbursed.

Polls are open froID 7 A.M. to 8 P.M.
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Text of Proposed Law

This amendment oroposed by Senate Constitutional Amendment

No. 16 (Statutes of 1976, Resolution Chapter 2) amends an existing
article of the Constitution by adding a section thereto. Therefore, the
provisions proposed to be added are printed in itaHc type to indicate
that they are new.

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO
ARTICLE XIII
SEC 8.5. The Legis/ature ma.v provide by law for the Imumer in
which a person oflow or moderate income who is 62 years ofage or
older may postpone ad ,'alorem property taxes on the dwelling
owned and occupied by him as his principal place of residence. The
Legislature .wall have plenary power to define a/l terms in this
section.
The Legislature shall prOlide by law for subventions to counties,
cities and counties, cities and districts in an amolUlt equal to the
amount of rel'enue lost by each by reason of the postponf'ment of
taxes and for the reimbursement to the state ofsuch subventions from
the payment of postponed taxes. Provision shall be made for the
inclusion in such reimbursement for the pa.vment ofinterest on, and
any costs to the state incurred in connection with. such subventiolls.

Study the Issues Carefully
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Property Tax Postponement
Argument in Favor of Proposition 13

This
proposed
Constitutional
Amendment
Proposition 13 is our opportunity to provide senior
citizens with a means of deferring their property taxes.
Many of our senior citizens with fixed incomes are
finding it increasingly difficult to remain in their homes
of many years and among their friends and neighbors
because increasing property taxes on the inflationary
values of their homes are becoming so high that their
retirement incomes simply are inadequate to pay
higher and higher taxes and accommodate es~ential
needs.
This measure would make it possible for low and
moderate income homeowners, age 62 or older, to defer
payment of real estate taxes as long as they remain in
their home. Upon the sale of the home or the death of
the homeowner all back taxes and interest would
become due and payable against the equity in the
property.
No single tax has created more controversy and
imposed more of a hardship on older citizens than the
property tax. More than two-thirds of all older citizens
own their own home, for many their major tangible
financial asset. To leave their residences late in life and
move to new, less expensive housing is a difficult and
distressing decision and further complicates the short
supply of such housing.
Senior citizens property tax relief has, in part,
responded to this problem. But the plight of our senior
citizens has not been resolved. To provide further
property tax reductions to one group would necessarily
,
impose greater burdens on others.
Under present law the Legislature does not have the
authority to provide for a system of postponement of
payment of property taxes. This Constitutional

Amendment gives the Legislature such authority. The
details of administering the program will therefore be
spelled out in subsequent legislation upon passage of
this Constitutional Amendment.
'
The measure passed the Senate 28-0 and the
Assembly 64-6, thus giving it overwhelming legislative
approval.
A similar law has already been tested in Oregon
where it was enacted in 1963 with good results and no
administrative difficulties.
The Act is elective, senior citizens would be affected
only if they wish to so choose, yet those who are unable
to otherwise remain in their homes may choose to do so
through this Act.
This is a tax refOI III proposal involving no public cost
or tax revenue (:".sts, since state government will
reimburse local government for any reduced tax
revenues, which will later be returned to the state at
the end of the deferral period.
It meets the fair and urgent needs of our older
citizens and will benefit communities throughout
California.
A vote for Propqsition 13 is a vote giving our senior
citizens freedom of choice in the ability to defer their
property taxes.
JOHN A. NEJEDLY
Member of the Senate, 7th Distnct
, MILTON MARKS
Member of the Senate, 9th District
JOHN KNOX
Member of the Assembly, 11th District
Speaker pro Tempore

Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of Proposition 13
Proposition 13 does NOTHING to reduce property
taxes for home owners 62 or over but would raise
property taxes for everyone else. All it does is postpone
payment of property taxes for those over 62, with low
or moderate income, until such a person dies or vacates
the home. Then all back taxes and interest would be a
lien on the home which the State could foreclose if not
paid by children or heirs.
Proponents admit proposition 13 would force a tax
raise on all other property taxpayers. This really means
the same postponed taxes on the exempted home
would have to be paid ONCE by other taxpayers and
AGAIN at the end of the exemption by who ever
acquired the home. A clever scheme to collect
DOUBLE taxes.
If a person aged 62 got the postponement of property
tax payment until age 82 the accumulated due property
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taxes, plus interest, could be more than the worth of the
home.
We want REAL property tax relief for the elderly and
ALL other property owners who are now forced to pay
unfair, inequitable property taxes. Deceptive band aid
illusions, such as proposition 13, does nothing but raise
property taxation and pile more interest bearing debt
on future generations.
True property tax reform can only come from HARD
political decisions. No good can come from SOFT
honeyfuggling political expediency, or inept mungling.
We will vote NO on proposition 13.
United Organizations of Taxpayers, Inc.

HOWARD JARVIS, Chainnan

..

EDWARD J. BOYD, President

-'''.

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been
checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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Argument Against Proposition 13
This is a proposition which purports to assist owner
occupied dwellings of persons over 62 years of age, with
low or moderate incomes, to postpone the payment of
their property taxes. It also provides that the State shall
re-imburse the counties, cities and districts for the
postponed payments in amounts equal to the
postponed payments plus interest from dates of such
postponements. While we have strong feelings the
elderly should be relieved of as much tax as possible,
this proposition does not reduce taxes on their 'property
at all. It merely postpones the date on which the
property tax must be paid, plus interest and penalties.
The proposition does not define .what low or
moderate income is, nor does it specify the length of
time of the postponement. At the present time home
and proper~y owners have 5 years to redeem their
property by paying back taxes, penalties and interest.
This is not the way to help citizens who are 62 with low
or moderate incomes. The best way to help them and

their children, who would inherit their property, is to
reduce all property taxes to amounts they and everyone
else can afford to pay.
Property owners of all ages and incomes need major
reductions in proPerty taxes. A band aid approach, as·
this proposition, solves nothing.
On the November ballot will be a ballot proposition
to reduce property taxes of all citizens in this State to
fair, equitable and reasonable levels.
We should stop these insidious policies of attemptiHg
tax reform by applying patch after patch on a system
which is basically a disaster.
For these reasons and many more we urge a NO vote
on proposition 16.
United Organizations of Taxpayers, Inc.,

HOWARD JARVIS, State Chairman
EDWARD J. BOYD, President

Rebuttal to Argument Against Proposition 13
Senior citizens throughout the State, as well as the
California Commission on Aging, have requested and
are in support of Proposition 13. Thus those who are
most concerned recognize the need for this legislation.
Many of our respected senior citizens who have
contributed so much to our state and our communities
find it impossible to pay increasing property taxes on
their homes that are rapidly increasing in value.
The opposition suggests reduction in property taxes
of all citizens. No such proposal has, as yet, qualified for
the November ballot, and even if one did, it would not
provide an answer to the problem confronting those
with fixed and limited incomes to whom property taxes
would still be an overwhelming burden.
Proposition 13 will provide an opportunity for our

senior citizens to remain in their homes through
deferment of taxes, for those who qualify, through a
procedure to be determined by the Legislature.
Present procedures incident to non-payment of taxes
are wholly inadequate for after five years of
delinquency the prope"i"ty is sold and any surplus in
value over taxes is not returned to the owner.
Proposition 13 will be an opportunity for those senior
citizens who elect to do so to defer prop~rty taxes to the
extent of their equity without ir:::!reasing the tax burden
of other property taxpayers or in a..'1y way reducing the
funds available to local taxing jurisdictions.
JOHN A. NEJEDLY
Member oE the Senate, 7th District

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been
checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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